Introduction {#s1}
============

In order to maintain competitive advantage, organizations must identify and nurture people with high-potential to drive innovation (Salau et al., [@B68]), and ultimately succeed leaders (Stadler, [@B78]). To do this successfully, organizations should be able to identify those with the most leadership potential objectively, free from bias and subjectivity. However, observation of talent pools and leadership teams indicate that there are sociodemographic restrictions to identification of leadership potential. That is, younger men are disproportionately represented in leadership positions relative to their older and/or female counterparts (World Economic Forum, [@B93]; Business in the Community, [@B9]). We take a novel approach to the study of leadership potential by examining the psychological barriers that members of disadvantaged and stigmatized groups in the workplace may face in leadership attainment, because leadership stereotypes favor men and younger workers. Specifically, we investigate the relationship between stereotype endorsement and stereotype reinforcement on how men (vs. women) and younger (vs. older) workers judge their own leadership potential. We focus on gender and age as both have been found to impact assessments of others\' leadership potential (Hirschfeld and Thomas, [@B46]; Tresh et al., [@B89]; Player et al., [@B63]).

To address gender and age inequalities in the workplace, which are exacerbated by an aging workforce and increased representation of women in the workplace (Business in the Community, [@B10]; Catalyst, [@B11]), organizations need to diversify their leadership teams. Diversity in leadership teams has been linked with improved financial performance (McKinsey Company, [@B58]) and innovation (Bantel and Jackson, [@B3]). The challenges for disadvantaged gender and stigmatized age groups in talent identification cannot be due to objective differences in desired attributes, given that women and older workers perform objectively as well as their younger and male leadership counterparts (Eagly et al., [@B23]; Posthuma and Campion, [@B65]). A more plausible explanation is psychological biases against these groups in the form of subjective and unfavorable evaluations. Recent research has shown that gender is a boundary condition to the preference for potential (over past performance) in candidates for leadership positions (Player et al., [@B63]). Specifically, we found that men are selected for leadership positions based on their future potential, whereas women are selected based on past performance (Player et al., [@B63]). Furthermore, women are held to higher standards than men in order to be perceived as having leadership potential in the eyes of men who are making a promotion decision (Tresh et al., [@B88]).

The current studies examine the impact of (a) stereotype endorsement (Study 1) and (b) stereotype reinforcement (Studies 2 and 3), on how men vs. women and younger workers vs. older workers (e.g., Beck and Williams, [@B4]), rate their own potential to lead. Societal and workplace stereotypes have provided substantial evidence for biased evaluations against women (e.g., Eagly and Karau, [@B22]) and older workers (e.g., Abrams et al., [@B1]; Swift et al., [@B83]) with respect to their leadership suitability and performance. Our approach provides a useful perspective for understanding the negative effects stereotypes might have for attaining equal outcomes in terms of career choices and progression. The present research contributes to the growing body of literature challenging widely held prejudicial beliefs that workplace stereotypes of disadvantaged and stigmatized groups in the workplace are due to objective differences in traits and skills or individuals\' sub-optimal career choices (e.g., Tam, [@B85]; Polavieja, [@B64]).

Leadership Potential {#s2}
====================

"Leadership potential" is reserved by organizational evaluators for individuals who indicate likely effectiveness in future roles, usually with much broader responsibilities and at higher levels in the hierarchy (Silzer and Church, [@B74]). Early research on leadership potential has focused on the traits and skills which most accurately predict leadership success in the long-term (Hirschfeld et al., [@B45]; Silzer and Church, [@B74]; Dries and Pepermans, [@B19]). More recently, research has begun to consider the subjective nature of leadership potential (e.g., Peters and Haslam, [@B62]), and the challenges with identifying specific traits or skills (Tresh et al., [@B89]).

A small but consistent body of research has demonstrated a preference for leadership potential in leadership selection, such that candidates with leadership potential are preferred over candidates with more leadership achievement (e.g., Tormala et al., [@B87]; Sun et al., [@B82]). These findings seem to reflect organizational practice- a psychological preference for potential mirrors organizations\' desire to identify leadership potential (Schwartz et al., [@B72]). It makes sense then to understand what affects evaluations of leadership potential, especially given that an understanding of potential impacts outcomes such as ambition and performance (Steffens et al., [@B81]).

Existing research into leadership potential has focused primarily on evaluator-candidate dyadic relationships, namely how an evaluator perceives the candidate\'s leadership potential (e.g., Heslin, [@B44]; Dries and Pepermans, [@B19]; Peters and Haslam, [@B62]). Our research presented here takes a new perspective by investigating *self-rated* leadership potential (i.e., the amount of leadership potential people attribute to themselves). Recent research conducted by Steffens et al. ([@B81]) examined the consequences of receiving feedback about one\'s own leadership potential. Specifically, Steffens et al. ([@B81]) showed that those who are told that they have low leadership potential show less ambition to become leaders and perform less well in subsequent tasks compared to those who are told that they have high leadership potential. As leadership ambition and performance are attributes used to identify leadership potential (Robinson et al., [@B67]; Silzer and Church, [@B74]; Dries and Pepermans, [@B19]), this can undoubtedly affect leadership attainment by increasing or reducing confidence in one\'s own leadership abilities. Little is known about the social-psychological antecedents of self-rated leadership potential and the extent to which this could be influenced by stereotypes about the social groups that individuals belong to. To address this gap in the literature, our research examines the effects of endorsing and reinforcing gender and age stereotypes on self-rated leadership potential. We expect that men and younger people will be advantaged by endorsing the leadership-congruent stereotypes about their own gender and age, and will rate themselves as having more leadership potential as a result of endorsing them. In contrast, we expect that women and older people will be disadvantaged by reinforced stereotyped workplace cultures to the extent that it impacts their job appeal, self-rated job fit, and self-rated leadership potential.

Workplace Stereotypes and Leadership {#s3}
====================================

There is no evidence that the underrepresentation of women in leadership roles is caused by women having insufficient skillsets to assume leadership positions (Gipson et al., [@B39]). Instead, research has highlighted the role of psychological biases, namely gender stereotypes, in perpetuating a gender bias in leadership (Hoyt, [@B47]). Much of this research is focused on how gender stereotypes lead to discriminatory practices against women, but less on how women themselves may be impacted by societal gender stereotypes.

The "think manager -- think male" paradigm evidences the tendency to consolidate the representation of leadership with gender roles of men, because stereotypes of men and of leaders both reflect agency (e.g., independence, assertiveness, confidence). On the other hand, women are generally attributed "communal" traits typically not associated with leadership (e.g., kind, caring, cooperative) as described by role congruity theory (Eagly and Karau, [@B22]). Research has shown that these gender stereotypes influence children\'s behavior from an early age. For example, boys\' perceptions of gender stereotypes are associated with their beliefs about the abilities of boys and girls, and predict self-rated competence (Kurtz-Costes et al., [@B51]). Moreover, girls\' implicit gender stereotypes are predicted by their mothers\' implicit gender stereotypes about children (Endendijk et al., [@B30]).

Studies in leadership selection have found that agentic and typically masculine attributes are preferred over communal and typically feminine attributes in recruitment decisions, advantaging male candidates (Sczesny, [@B73]). This effect is strengthened when the leadership role requires masculine-typed traits (Von Stockhausen et al., [@B91]). Furthermore, such biases can be held by women as well as men, with both women and men perceiving successful managers as holding attributes more associated with men than with women (Schein, [@B70], [@B71]). Nonetheless, this finding highlights that women perceive successful managers as having stereotypically male attributes, but not necessarily that men are more suitable for leadership positions than women. Evidence shows that men can hold stronger gender biases than women (for a review see Atewologun et al., [@B2]), which echoes research in social psychology on high-status compared to low-status groups demonstrating stronger in-group biases (Bettencourt et al., [@B6]). Gender stereotypes give men a higher advantage in terms of leadership attainment, which might explain why men are more likely to endorse gender stereotypes than women (Mast, [@B56]).

Role congruity theory offers a model applicable to other sociodemographic groups as well as gender, such as age (Krings et al., [@B49]). Evidence has shown that older workers are equally, if not more productive and competent in the workplace (McCann and Giles, [@B57]; Posthuma and Campion, [@B65]). Nonetheless, research has highlighted that age stereotypes often result in bias toward hiring candidates who are perceived to possess stereotypically "younger" over "older" traits, and that this is replicated even when recruiting for higher-status roles (Abrams et al., [@B1]).

Age stereotypes are positioned along the warmth-competence dimensions, according to the stereotype content model (Fiske et al., [@B33], [@B32]), with older people attributed greater "warmth" and less "competence." Pervasive age stereotypes in the workplace suggest that older workers have lower performance, ability, technical competence, motivation, and productivity (Broadbridge, [@B8]; Cuddy and Fiske, [@B16]; Posthuma and Campion, [@B65]). Warmth stereotypes generally position older workers more positively, describing them as loyal and interpersonally skilled (Warr and Pennington, [@B92]). However, a preference for competence-related traits in leadership selection advantages younger candidates compared to older candidates with objectively equal resumés (Perry et al., [@B61]). In addition, older age stereotype characteristics, such as carefulness and politeness, can disadvantage older people in hiring decisions. Whereas, younger age stereotypes such as creativity, adaptability, flexibility, and greater willingness to learn new things can be preferred (Abrams et al., [@B1]). As for gender stereotypes, age stereotypes are likely to elicit the similar in-group bias for higher-status members (younger workers) than their marginalized counterparts (older workers) because age stereotypes about competence give younger workers a higher advantage in terms of leadership attainment (Finkelstein et al., [@B31]; Gordon and Arvey, [@B40]).

Endorsing Ingroup Stereotypes {#s4}
=============================

Although high-status groups are more likely to endorse advantageous group stereotypes (Finkelstein et al., [@B31]; Gordon and Arvey, [@B40]), theory and research highlight that gender and age stereotypes are internalized and can have a profound effect on people\'s self-definitions and behaviors. Theories such as gender schema theory (Bem, [@B5]) and the expectancy value model (Eccles et al., [@B26]) argue that gender stereotypes are culturally propagated, through mechanisms such as the socializing influence of parents, and internalized from childhood. For example, when female managers endorse gender stereotypes, they self-stereotype as strong in feminine skills and weak in masculine skills (Eiksson et al., [@B27]). This also applies to other contexts. For example, salient math-gender stereotypes about women\'s under-performance in math have been shown to reduce women\'s intentions to have a career in math, explained partly by internalized beliefs about their math competence (Song et al., [@B76]).

Stereotype embodiment theory (Levy, [@B52]) suggests that age stereotypes, which are learnt when people are young, can lead to similar self-stereotyping in older people. Culturally pervasive negative age stereotypes can become internalized throughout the life course and become increasingly salient and self-relevant as individuals age. Endorsement of negative age stereotypes that denote older people as physically and cognitively less capable than younger people has been found to impact negatively on older people\'s cognitive functioning, physical health (Wurm et al., [@B94]) and willingness to engage in physical activity (Emile et al., [@B29]). Furthermore, the Risks of Ageism Model (RAM) highlights how these stereotyping processes play out in employment contexts to disadvantage older workers (Swift et al., [@B83]). For instance, lack of perceived "fit" with the organization, lack of respect, and appreciation of older workers, are important factors that influence older workers intentions to exit the labor market. However, research has yet to show whether younger workers indeed perceive more leadership potential in themselves than older workers do, and whether this is explained by younger worker\'s greater likelihood of endorsing age stereotypes.

We address these gaps in the literature to examine the relationship between gender and age stereotype endorsement and self-rated leadership potential. We expect that greater endorsement of stereotypes by higher-status groups, in this case men and younger workers, will provide an explanation for higher self-rated leadership potential amongst these categories compared to women and older workers. Specifically:

***Hypothesis 1:*** *There will be a relationship between gender and self-rated leadership potential, such that men* (*vs. women*) *will have higher self-rated leadership potential*.

***Hypothesis 2:*** *We expect that the relationship between gender and self-rated leadership potential will be mediated by the endorsement of gender stereotypes*.

***Hypothesis 3:*** *There will be a relationship between age and self-rated leadership potential, such that younger people* (*vs. older people*) *will have higher self-rated leadership potential*.

***Hypothesis 4:*** *We expect that the relationship between age and self-rated leadership potential will be mediated by the endorsement of age stereotypes*.

Reinforcing Ingroup Stereotypes {#s5}
===============================

Evidence suggests that a context in which negative gender and age stereotypes are salient can have an immediate effect on women and older people\'s behavior. Experimental data shows that women are less willing to contribute ideas to a group when the area of expertise is incongruent with traditional gender roles or communal traits, regardless of other group members\' behavior (Coffman, [@B15]). The salience of traditional gender roles and traits for women has also been shown to weaken some women\'s attitudes and increase their susceptibility to persuasion (Eaton et al., [@B25]). Similarly, when age stereotypes that denote older people as incompetent are made salient, older people approach tasks requiring high competence differently, becoming more cautious in eyewitness memory tasks (Thomas et al., [@B86]) and less confident in their driving ability despite consistent objective performance (Chapman et al., [@B12]). These findings are consistent with the stereotype embodiment theory and stereotype threat theory, such that increased anxiety about confirming negative in-group stereotypes in stereotyped domains leads to reduced performance (Steele, [@B79], [@B80]). As such, contextual cues encourage age-stereotype-congruent beliefs and behaviors (Levy, [@B52]; Swift et al., [@B83]). However, research on the effects of negative age stereotypes have focused primarily on health and cognition, with less research exploring the effects on organizational outcomes.

Gender stereotypes are likely made salient during leadership evaluations because the evaluator will assess the *perceived* congruence between the individual (and their group) and the *perceived* requirements of the role (Eagly and Karau, [@B22]). However, there are other contextual factors that may affect the salience of gender stereotypes in leadership evaluations. One of these factors is organizational culture. The tendency for evaluators to assess the *perceived* congruence between the individual (and their group) and the *perceived* organizational culture (Sarris and Kirby, [@B69]) partly explains why women are more likely to be leaders in industries which value communal traits such as education and healthcare, and support functions such as human resources (e.g., Bowles et al., [@B7]; Gipson et al., [@B39]). This is also evidenced by a wider gender gap in leadership attainment in masculine-typed organizational cultures (Elesser and Lever, [@B28]); contexts that are more likely to elicit stereotype threat in women (Kray and Shirako, [@B48]). Research has shown that lack of fit for women affects access to networks and mentors, career capital necessary for leadership attainment (Simpson, [@B75]). Also, it is not yet known whether organizational cultures that reinforce gender stereotypes have spill-over effects on women\'s self-rated leadership potential. Previous research has found that women are particularly devalued when they occupy male-dominated leadership roles (Eagly et al., [@B24]). Therefore, we expect that female participants will perceive particularly low appeal, job fit and leadership potential in themselves when presented with masculine-typed organizational cultures. Given that stereotypes about men are congruent with leadership, we do not expect organizational culture (masculine or feminine) to have an effect on men\'s self-rated leadership potential.

***Hypothesis 5:*** *Gender and stereotype reinforcement* (*labeled organizational culture*) *will interact to predict job appeal, self-rated job fit, and self-rated leadership potential. Specifically, female participants will self-rate significantly less job appeal, job fit, and leadership potential in a masculine stereotyped culture than in a feminine stereotyped culture. Organizational culture will have no effect on male participants\' job appeal, self-rated job fit, or self-rated leadership potential*.

As with gender, contextual factors likely affect the salience of age stereotypes in leadership evaluations. An evaluator will likely assess the *perceived* congruence between the older candidate (and their group) with the *perceived* requirements of the role, as well as their *perceived* fit with the organizational culture (Swift et al., [@B83]). This explains why organizational culture influences preferences for younger (vs. older) candidates. For example, older candidates are preferred in times of stability (Spisak et al., [@B77]) and in traditional, stable companies (Diekman and Hirnisey, [@B17]). Perceptions of job fit and job appeal also predict older people\'s intentions to exit the workforce (Swift et al., [@B83]). As such, we would expect organizational culture to have the same impact on job appeal and self-rated job fit, as demonstrated in the literature, for older participants as we do for female participants. We would expect this to extend to self-rated leadership potential.

***Hypothesis 6:*** *Age and stereotype reinforcement* (*manipulated as organizational culture*) *will interact to predict job appeal, self-rated job fit, and self-rated leadership potential. Specifically, older people will self-rate significantly less job appeal, job fit, and leadership potential in a younger stereotyped culture than in an older stereotyped culture. Organizational culture will have no effect on younger people\'s job appeal, self-rated job fit or self-rated leadership potential*.

Overview of Research {#s6}
====================

This research applies a well-established literature on stereotypes to the understanding of leadership potential and how it is subjectively perceived by individuals.

In Study 1, we explore the relationship between stereotype endorsement and self-rated leadership potential. We then examine the effects of stereotype reinforcement (i.e., in the form of organizational culture) on self-rated job appeal, job fit, and leadership potential in Studies 2 and 3. All studies were pre-registered via the Open Science Framework (<https://osf.io/83rf2/>, <https://osf.io/rqhpm/>, <https://osf.io/j6rm5/>). All studies have ethical approval, following the authors\' institutional psychology ethics process.

Study One {#s7}
=========

In Study 1, we test our Hypotheses 1--2 (gender) and 3--4 (age), and analyze the mediation effects of stereotype endorsement on individuals\' self-rated leadership potential.

Method
------

### Participants and Design

Participants were recruited via the online crowdsourcing platform Prolific. We recruited 276 participants initially; 19 participants either failed the attention check, provided identifiable information or timed-out after 20 min so their data was not included in the analysis. Total participant numbers comprised 128 men, 124 women, and 2 participants who did not identify as either male or female[^1^](#fn0001){ref-type="fn"}. Participants were recruited in one of two age categories: 126 participants were in the 18--30 category (*M* = 25.54, *SD* = 3.16) and 126 participants were in the age 50 and older category (*M* = 55.80, *SD* = 4.98)[^2^](#fn0002){ref-type="fn"}. The total number of participants included in the analysis was 252. All participants were in full- or part-time employment in the UK. Participants received a payment of £0.50 and the average completion time was 354.77 s (*SD* = 139.90).

Study 1 adopted a correlational design. We measured the relationships between participant gender, endorsement of agentic and communal (gender) stereotypes, and self-rated leadership potential. We also measured the relationships between participant age, endorsement of competence and warmth (age) stereotypes and self-rated leadership potential.

Procedure and Materials
-----------------------

Participants were invited to take part in an online survey on Qualtrics (survey software) to understand self-perceptions. They were informed that data would be treated confidentially, would be anonymized for publication, and that participation was voluntary and could be withdrawn at any time. Email contact details for two of the researchers were also supplied, and participants gave their informed consent by clicking to take part in the study. Participants then completed the measures as defined below. Participants were finally presented with a full debrief of the study, and reminded of the researchers\' contact details.

Measures
--------

All questions were scored on a seven-point scale (1 = *very much disagree*, 7 = *very much agree*).

### Gender Stereotype Endorsement

Endorsement of gender stereotypes was measured using 14 items asking participants "*please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements... Female workers are more communal/ supportive/ competitive/ kinship-oriented/ warmer/ kind/ assertive/ nicer/ stronger/ self-sufficient/ independent/ cooperative/ capable/ confident than male workers."* Gender stereotype descriptors were sourced from the existing literature (e.g., Eagly and Karau, [@B22]; Ridgeway, [@B66]). Items indicating agentic traits were reverse-coded, these included: competitive, assertive, stronger, self-sufficient, independent, and confident.

A mean score was used as the index of endorsement of seven agentic stereotypes (α = 0.89) and seven communal stereotypes (α = 0.89), with higher scores indicating greater endorsement of gender stereotypes. For example, higher scores on agentic stereotypes indicated attitudes that men are more agentic than women. Higher scores on communal stereotypes indicated attitudes that women are more communal than men.

### Age Stereotype Endorsement

Endorsement of age stereotypes was measured using 20 items adapted from the "Work-related age-based stereotypes scale" (Marcus et al., [@B53]) asking participants "*please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements... Older workers are more intellectually competent/ achieve more/ physically capable/ better performers/ productive/ skilled/ perform worse/ suitable for training/ possess greater potential/ learn faster/ more flexible/ able to learn new things/ waste time training/ waste time and money training/ warm-hearted/ warmer personalities/ likable/ cold/ kind/ friendly than younger workers."* Items indicating competent or adaptable traits were reverse-coded, as were "negative warm" traits, these included: intellectually competent, achieve more, physically capable, better performers, productive, skilled, suitable for training, possess greater potential, learn faster, more flexible able to learn new things and cold.

The scale measured three dimensions: competence (*N* = 7, α = 0.73), warmth (*N* = 6, α = 0.86), and adaptability (*N* = 7, α = 0.68). Given that no hypotheses were made about adaptability stereotypes and given that this scale had low reliability we did not include this subscale in the analyses reported below[^3^](#fn0003){ref-type="fn"}. Competence had a low reliability and therefore the scale was reduced to 6 items, omitting the item on physical capability.

A final mean score was used as the index of endorsement of competence stereotypes (α = 0.81) and warmth stereotypes (α = 0.86), with higher scores indicating greater endorsement of age stereotypes. For example, a high score on competence stereotypes reflected attitudes that younger people are more competent than older people. A high score on warmth stereotypes indicated attitudes that older people are warmer than younger people.

### Self-Rated Leadership Potential

Ratings of one\'s own leadership potential was measured using 7 items (three items adapted from Tresh et al., [@B89], and four items adapted from Mueller et al., [@B60]) asking participants "*please indicate the extent to which you think you personally have the following... leadership potential/ the potential to become a successful leader/ the capability to be a leader/ the potential to become an effective leader/ the potential to develop leadership skills/ the potential to advance to a leadership position/ the potential to be a leader who is a role model for my co-workers."* A mean score was used as the index of leadership potential (α = 0.97), with higher scores indicating higher self-rated leadership potential[^4^](#fn0004){ref-type="fn"}.

Results
-------

Means and standard deviations for all measures and the bivariate correlations between the variables are reported in [Table 1](#T1){ref-type="table"}. We report the analyses by gender and then by age.

###### 

Study 1: means, standard deviations and correlation matrix for specified variables.

                               **M(SD)**     **1**   **2**   **3**                                      **4**                                      **5**                                      **6**                                      **7**
  ---------------------------- ------------- ------- ------- ------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------ ----------------------------------------
  1\. Gender                                         −0.02   −0.23[^\*\*^](#TN1){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.06                                       0.03                                       −0.02                                      −0.03
  2\. Age                                                    −0.05                                      −0.00                                      −0.29[^\*\*^](#TN1){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.27[^\*\*^](#TN1){ref-type="table-fn"}    −0.13[^\*^](#TN2){ref-type="table-fn"}
  3\. Agentic stereotypes      4.38 (0.87)                                                              −0.57[^\*\*^](#TN1){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.33[^\*\*^](#TN1){ref-type="table-fn"}    −0.41[^\*\*^](#TN1){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.12
  4\. Communal stereotypes     4.18 (0.89)                                                                                                         −0.40[^\*\*^](#TN1){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.42[^\*\*^](#TN1){ref-type="table-fn"}    0.08
  5\. Competence stereotypes   3.94 (0.86)                                                                                                                                                    −0.70[^\*\*^](#TN1){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.01
  6\. Warmth stereotypes       4.02 (0.90)                                                                                                                                                                                               −0.04
  7\. Leadership potential     5.07 (1.23)                                                                                                                                                                                               

*Correlation significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)*.

*Correlation significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)*.

### Gender

#### Hypothesis testing

We ran Pearson\'s bivariate correlations to establish the relationships between gender and endorsement of agentic stereotypes, endorsement of communal stereotypes and self-rated leadership potential. Failing to support Hypothesis 1, gender and self-rated leadership potential were not significantly associated; *r*~(250)~ = −0.03, *p* = 0.63. In partial support of hypothesis 2, there was a significant relationship between gender and endorsement of agentic stereotypes, such that men were more likely to endorse agentic stereotypes *r*~(250)~ = −0.23, *p* \< 0.001. There was no relationship between gender and endorsement of communal stereotypes; *r*~(250)~ = 0.06, *p* = 0.34.

To test whether there was an indirect effect between gender and self-rated leadership potential via endorsement of gender stereotypes (Hypothesis 2), we used PROCESS macro (Model 4; see Hayes, [@B43] with 5,000 bootstraps) with gender as the predictor (0 = men, 1 = women), endorsement of agentic and communal stereotypes as mediators (agentic in model 1, communal in model 2), and self-rated leadership potential as the outcome.

Results showed that gender was a significant predictor of endorsement of agentic stereotypes, such that men were more likely to endorse agentic stereotypes than women (*b* = −0.39, *SE* = 0.11, *t* = −3.70, *p* \< 0.001, 95% CI −0.60, −0.18). Endorsement of agentic stereotypes was a significant, negative predictor of self-rated leadership potential; (*b* = −0.19, *SE* = 0.09, *t* = −2.11, *p* = 0.04, 95% CI −0.37, −0.01). The direct (*b* = −0.15, *SE* = 0.16, *t* = −0.95, *p* = 0.34, 95% CI −0.46, 0.16) and total effects were non-significant (*b* = −0.07, *SE* = 0.15, *t* = −0.48, *p* = 0.63, 95% CI −0.38, 0.23). The indirect effect was non-significant (Indirect effect: *b* = 0.08, *SE* = 0.05, 95% CI −0.02, 0.20).

Gender was not a significant predictor of endorsement of communal stereotypes (*b* = 0.11, *SE* = 0.11, *t* = 0.96, *p* = 0.34, 95% CI −0.11, 0.33), and endorsement of communal stereotypes was not a significant predictor of self-rated leadership potential (*b* = 0.12, *SE* = 0.09, *t* = 1.34, *p* = 0.18. 95% CI −0.05, 0.29). The direct (*b* = −0.09, *SE* = 0.15, *t* = −0.56, *p* = 0.58, 95% CI −0.39, 0.22) and total effects were non-significant (*b* = −0.07, *SE* = 0.15, *t* = −0.48, *p* = 0.63, 95% CI −0.38, 0.23). The indirect effect was non-significant (*b* = 0.01, *SE* = 0.02, 95% CI −0.02, 0.07).

#### Moderation analyses

Although we found that men were more likely to endorse agentic stereotypes than women, this did not relate to self-rated leadership potential possibly because there was no difference between self-rated leadership potential for men and women. However, it is possible that for women who do endorse gender stereotypes, there is a negative relationship with self-rated leadership potential that does not occur for men. To test this possibility, we conducted exploratory moderation analyses to test the interactive effects of endorsement of gender stereotypes and gender on self-rated leadership potential (using model 1 in PROCESS, Hayes, [@B43]). We introduced gender stereotypes as predictors (agentic in model 1, communal in model 2), participant gender as a moderator, and perceptions of self-leadership potential as the outcome. Results were non-significant (see [Table 2](#T2){ref-type="table"}).

###### 

Study 1: exploratory moderated regression analysis for gender stereotypes.

  **Items**                       **B**   ***SE* B**   ***t***   ***p***   **LCI**   **UCI**
  ------------------------------- ------- ------------ --------- --------- --------- ---------
  **AGENTIC**                                                                        
  Agentic stereotypes             0.21    0.28         0.74      0.46      −0.35     0.76
  Gender                          1.05    0.81         1.29      0.20      −0.55     2.65
  Agentic stereotypes x Gender    −0.28   0.18         −1.50     0.13      −0.64     0.09
  **COMMUNAL**                                                                       
  Communal stereotypes            −0.08   0.27         −0.30     0.77      −0.61     0.45
  Gender                          −0.65   0.75         −0.87     0.39      −2.13     0.82
  Communal stereotypes x Gender   0.13    0.17         0.77      0.44      −0.21     0.48

Age
---

### Hypothesis testing

To test Hypothesis 3, we ran Pearson\'s bivariate correlations to establish relationships between age and endorsement of competence stereotypes, endorsement of warmth stereotypes, and self-rated leadership potential. In support of Hypothesis 3, there was a significant relationship between age and self-rated leadership potential; *r*~(250)~ = −0.13, *p* = 0.04. Younger workers rated more leadership potential in themselves and older workers rated less leadership potential in themselves. There was a significant relationship between age and endorsement of competence stereotypes; *r*~(250)~ = −0.29, *p* \< 0.001, and age and endorsement of warmth stereotypes; *r*~(250)~ = 0.27, *p* \< 0.001. In partial support of Hypothesis 4, younger people were more likely to endorse competence stereotypes than older people, and contrary to Hypothesis 4, they were less likely to endorse warmth stereotypes than older people.

To test whether there was an indirect effect between age and self-rated leadership potential via age stereotypes (Hypothesis 4), we used PROCESS macro (Model 4; see Hayes, [@B43] with 5,000 bootstraps) with age as the predictor (0 = younger people, 1 = older people), endorsement of competence and warmth stereotypes as mediators (competence in model 1, warmth in model 2) and self-rated leadership potential as the outcome.

Results showed that age was a significant predictor of endorsement of competence stereotypes, such that younger people were more likely to endorse competence stereotypes (*b* = −0.50, *SE* = 0.10, *t* = −4.81, *p* \< 0.001, 95% CI −0.71, −0.30). Endorsement of competence stereotypes was not a predictor of self-rated leadership potential (*b* = −0.07, *SE* = 0.09, *t* = −0.78, *p* = 0.44, 95% CI −0.26, −0.11). The direct (*b* = −0.36, *SE* = 0.16, *t* = −2.25, *p* = 0.03, 95% CI −0.68, −0.05) and total effects were significant (*b* = −0.33, *SE* = 0.15, *t* = −2.12, *p* = 0.03, 95% CI −0.63, 0.02). The indirect effect was non-significant (*b* = 0.04, *SE* = 0.06, 95% CI −0.07, 0.16).

Results showed that age was a significant predictor of endorsement of warmth stereotypes, such that younger people were less likely to endorse warmth stereotypes (*b* = 0.49, *SE* = 0.11, *t* = 4.49, *p* \< 0.001, 95% CI 0.28, 0.71), but endorsement of warmth stereotypes was not a predictor of self-rated leadership potential (*b* = −0.01, *SE* = 0.09, *t* = −0.09, *p* = 0.93, 95% CI −0.18, 0.17). The direct (*b* = −0.32, *SE* = 0.16, *t* = −2.01, *p* = 0.05, 95% CI −0.64, −0.01) and total effects were significant (*b* = −0.33, *SE* = 0.15, *t* = −2.12, *p* = 0.03, 95% CI −0.63, −0.02). The indirect effect was non-significant (*b* = −0.004, *SE* = 0.06, 95% CI −0.12, 0.12).

### Moderation analyses

We found support for Hypothesis 3, younger people were associated with higher self-rated leadership potential. Furthermore, we found partial support for Hypothesis 4 because younger people were more likely to endorse competence stereotypes than older people. However, this did not relate to self-rated leadership potential. It is possible that for older workers who do endorse age stereotypes, there is a negative relationship with self-rated leadership potential that does not occur for younger workers. We conducted exploratory moderation analyses to test the interactive effects of endorsement of age stereotypes and age on self-rated leadership potential (using model 1 in PROCESS, Hayes, [@B43]). We introduced age stereotypes as predictors (competence in model 1, warmth in model 2), participant age as a moderator, and self-rated leadership potential as the outcome. Results were non-significant (see [Table 3](#T3){ref-type="table"}).

###### 

Study 1: exploratory moderated regression analysis for age stereotypes.

  **Items**                         **B**   ***SE* B**   ***t***   ***p***   **LCI**   **UCI**
  --------------------------------- ------- ------------ --------- --------- --------- ---------
  **COMPETENCE**                                                                       
  Competence stereotypes            0.18    0.29         0.62      0.54      −0.39     0.74
  Age                               0.31    0.75         0.42      0.68      −1.16     1.79
  Competence stereotypes x Gender   −0.17   0.19         −0.92     0.36      −0.54     0.20
  **WARMTH**                                                                           
  Warmth stereotypes                0.11    0.27         0.42      0.67      −0.42     0.65
  Age                               0.03    0.75         0.04      0.96      −1.45     1.52
  Warmth stereotypes x Gender       −0.09   0.18         −0.48     0.63      −0.45     0.27

Gender and Age
--------------

Analyzing gender and age separately we found little evidence of a relationship between endorsing in-group stereotypes and reduced self-rated leadership potential for women and older people, respectively. What we did not examine is how the intersecting identities of these groups may respond to stereotypes with regards to either their age or gender. The literature on discrimination toward older women indicates that a combined identity of being leadership-incongruent in terms of both gender and age may have more pronounced effects than being leadership-incongruent based on a single identity (Duncan and Loretto, [@B20]). This is echoed in the healthcare context, where internalized negative stereotypes have a cumulative burden on older women, reducing health care seeking behaviors (Chrisler et al., [@B13]). It is possible that the burden of negative stereotypes that relate to older women\'s gender and age have a similar effect on their self-rated potential to lead.

We conducted exploratory moderation analyses to test the main and interactive effects of gender and age, with endorsement of gender and age stereotypes, on self-rated leadership potential at the intersectional level of identity (using model 3 in PROCESS, Hayes, [@B43]). In total, we tested four models: agentic stereotypes (model 1), communal stereotypes (model 2), competence stereotypes (model 3), and warmth stereotypes (model 4). Results of the three-way interactions are reported in text because we are particularly interested in the intersection of age and gender, all other effects are reported in full in [Table 4](#T4){ref-type="table"}.

###### 

Study 1: three-way interaction between endorsement of stereotypes, participant gender and participant age on self-rated leadership potential.

  **Items**                                                                 **B**   ***SE***   ***t***   ***R*^**2**^**   **Δ*R*^**2**^**   ***F***   **df**   ***p***   **LCI**   **UCI**
  --------------------------------------- ----------------- --------------- ------- ---------- --------- ---------------- ----------------- --------- -------- --------- --------- ---------
  **Agentic**                                                                                            0.23             0.05              2.00      7,244    0.06                
  Agentic stereotypes                                                       −0.99   0.88       −1.13                                                           0.26      −2.71     0.74
  Gender                                                                    −2.86   2.57       −1.11                                                           0.27      −7.91     2.20
  Age                                                                       −3.69   2.58       −1.43                                                           0.15      −8.77     1.39
  Agentic stereotypes x Gender                                              0.61    0.58       1.06                                                            0.29      −0.52     1.75
  Agentic stereotypes x Age                                                 0.76    0.57       1.34                                                            0.18      −0.36     1.87
  Gender x Age                                                              2.48    1.63       1.52                                                            0.13      −0.73     5.69
  Agentic stereotypes x Gender x Age                                        −0.57   0.37       −1.54                                                           0.12      −1.29     0.16
                                                                                                                          0.01              2.37      1,244    0.12                
  **Communal**                                                                                           0.24             0.06              2.19      7,244    0.04                
  Communal stereotypes                                                      2.11    0.81       2.62                                                            0.01      0.53      3.70
  Gender                                                                    5.02    2.27       2.21                                                            0.03      0.55      9.49
  Age                                                                       6.20    2.33       2.66                                                            0.01      1.60      10.79
  Communal stereotypes x Gender                                             −1.22   0.53       −2.32                                                           0.02      −2.27     −0.18
                                          Younger workers                                                                                   1.37      1,244    0.24                
                                          Older workers                                                                                     6.71      1,244    0.01                
  Communal stereotypes x Age                                                −1.57   0.55       −2.85                                                           0.005     −2.65     −0.49
                                          Men                                                                                               6.25      1,244    0.01                
                                          Women                                                                                             1.90      1,244    0.17                
  Gender x Age                                                              −4.00   1.50       −2.66                                                           0.01      −6.95     −1.04
  Communal stereotypes x Gender x Age                                                                    0.06             0.03              7.44      1,244    0.01                
                                                                            0.96    0.35       2.73                                                            0.01      0.27      1.65
                                                            Younger men     0.28    0.15       1.92                                                            0.06      −0.01     0.57
                                                            Younger women   0.01    0.18       0.08                                                            0.94      −0.33     0.36
                                                            Older men       −0.33   0.20       −1.69                                                           0.09      −0.71     0.06
                                                            Older women     0.36    0.18       1.99                                                            0.05      0.003     0.72
  **Competence**                                                                                         0.22             0.05              1.83      7,244    0.08                
  Competence stereotypes                                                    −1.53   0.87       −1.76                                                           0.08      −3.25     0.19
  Age                                                                       −4.72   2.30       −2.06                                                           0.04      −9.24     −0.20
  Gender                                                                    −4.77   2.46       −1.94                                                           0.05      −9.61     0.07
  Competence stereotypes x Age                                              1.15    0.57       2.00                                                            0.05      0.02      2.28
                                          Men                                                                                               0.88      1,244    0.35                
                                          Women                                                                                             5.73      1,244    0.02                
  Competence stereotypes x Gender                                           1.20    0.59       2.04                                                            0.04      0.04      2.36
                                          Younger workers                                                                                   1.21      1,244    0.27                
                                          Older workers                                                                                     5.24      1,244    0.02                
  Age x Gender                                                              3.49    1.52       2.30                                                            0.02      0.50      6.49
  Competence stereotypes x Age x Gender                                     −0.91   0.38       −2.42                                                           0.02      −1.66     −0.17
                                                                                                         0.05             0.02              5.85      1,244    0.02                
                                                            Younger men     −0.10   0.16       −0.62                                                           0.54      −0.41     0.22
                                                            Younger women   0.19    0.20       0.91                                                            0.36      −0.22     0.59
                                                            Older men       0.14    0.19       0.71                                                            0.48      −0.24     0.51
                                                            Older women     −0.49   0.20       −2.50                                                           0.01      −0.88     −0.10
  **Warmth**                                                                                             0.24             0.06              2.15      7,244    0.04                
  Warmth stereotypes                                                        2.42    0.83       2.93                                                            0.004     0.79      4.05
  Age                                                                       6.91    2.35       2.95                                                            0.004     2.29      11.53
  Gender                                                                    6.21    2.15       2.88                                                            0.004     1.97      10.45
  Warmth stereotypes x Age                                                  −1.76   0.56       −3.14                                                           0.002     −2.87     −0.66
                                          Men                                                                                               6.46      1,244    0.01                
                                          Women                                                                                             3.68      1,244    0.06                
  Warmth stereotypes x Gender                                               −1.57   0.54       −2.92                                                           0.004     −2.63     −0.51
                                          Younger workers                                                                                   3.61      1,244    0.06                
                                          Older workers                                                                                     6.29      1,244    0.01                
  Age x Gender                                                              −4.63   1.50       −3.10                                                           0.002     −7.57     −1.68
  Warmth stereotypes x Age x Gender                                         1.13    0.36       3.14                                                            0.002     0.42      1.84
                                                                                                         0.06             0.04              9.88      1,244    0.002               
                                                            Younger men     0.22    0.15       1.44                                                            0.15      −0.08     0.52
                                                            Younger women   −0.22   0.17       −1.26                                                           0.21      −0.56     0.12
                                                            Older men       −0.41   0.20       −2.10                                                           0.04      −0.80     −0.03
                                                            Older women     0.28    0.20       1.45                                                            0.15      −0.10     0.67
                                                            Younger men     −0.10   0.16       −0.62                                                           0.54      −0.41     0.22
                                                            Younger women   0.19    0.20       0.91                                                            0.36      −0.22     0.59
                                                            Older men       0.14    0.19       0.71                                                            0.48      −0.24     0.51
                                                            Older women     −0.49   0.20       −2.50                                                           0.01      −0.88     −0.10
  **Warmth**                                                                                             0.24             0.06              2.15      7,244    0.04                
  Warmth stereotypes                                                        2.42    0.83       2.93                                                            0.004     0.79      4.05
  Age                                                                       6.91    2.35       2.95                                                            0.004     2.29      11.53
  Gender                                                                    6.21    2.15       2.88                                                            0.004     1.97      10.45
  Warmth stereotypes x Age                                                  −1.76   0.56       −3.14                                                           0.002     −2.87     −0.66
                                          Men                                                                                               6.46      1,244    0.01                
                                          Women                                                                                             3.68      1,244    0.06                
  Warmth stereotypes x Gender                                               −1.57   0.54       −2.92                                                           0.004     −2.63     −0.51
                                          Younger workers                                                                                   3.61      1,244    0.06                
                                          Older workers                                                                                     6.29      1,244    0.01                
  Age x Gender                                                              −4.63   1.50       −3.10                                                           0.002     −7.57     −1.68
  Warmth stereotypes x Age x Gender                                         1.13    0.36       3.14                                                            0.002     0.42      1.84
                                                                                                         0.06             0.04              9.88      1,244    0.002               
                                                            Younger men     0.22    0.15       1.44                                                            0.15      −0.08     0.52
                                                            Younger women   −0.22   0.17       −1.26                                                           0.21      −0.56     0.12
                                                            Older men       −0.41   0.20       −2.10                                                           0.04      −0.80     −0.03
                                                            Older women     0.28    0.20       1.45                                                            0.15      −0.10     0.67

Agentic Stereotypes
-------------------

We introduced endorsement of agentic stereotypes as a predictor, and participant gender and participant age as moderators, with self-rated leadership potential as the outcome.

Results showed no main effects of endorsement of agentic stereotypes, participant gender, or participant age. There were no interaction effects.

Communal Stereotypes
--------------------

We introduced endorsement of communal stereotypes as a predictor, and participant gender and participant age as moderators, with self-rated leadership potential as the outcome.

Results showed significant main effects of endorsement of communal stereotypes, participant gender, and participant age on self-rated leadership potential. All two-way interaction effects were significant.

Results showed a significant interaction between endorsement of communal stereotypes (that women are more communal than men), participant gender and participant age (*b* = 0.96, *SE* = 0.35, *t* = 2.73, *p* = 0.01, 95% CI 0.27, 1.65). Conditional effects showed that endorsement of communal stereotypes had differential effects across age groups for men, *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 6.25, *p* = 0.01, but not women, *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 1.90, *p* = 0.17. Endorsement of communal stereotypes was marginally associated with higher self-rated leadership potential for younger men (*b* = 0.28, *SE* = 0.15, *t* = 1.92, *p* = 0.06, 95% CI −0.01, 0.57) but not older men (*b* = −0.33, *SE* = 0.20, *t* = −1.69, *p* = 0.09, 95% CI −0.71, 0.06). Conditional effects showed that endorsement of communal stereotypes had differential effects across gender for older workers; *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 6.71, *p* = 0.01, but not younger workers \[*F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 1.37, *p* = 0.24\]. Endorsement of communal stereotypes was associated with higher self-rated leadership potential for older women (*b* = 0.36, *SE* = 0.18, *t* = 1.99, *p* = 0.05, 95% CI 0.003, 0.72) but not older men (*b* = −0.33, *SE* = 0.20, *t* = −1.69, *p* = 0.09, 95% CI −0.71, 0.06).

Competence Stereotypes
----------------------

We introduced endorsement of competence stereotypes as a predictor, and participant age and participant gender as moderators, with self-rated leadership potential as the outcome.

Results showed a marginally-significant main effect of endorsement of competence stereotypes and significant main effects of participant gender and participant age on self-rated leadership potential. All two-way interactions were significant.

Results showed a significant interaction between endorsement of competence stereotypes (that younger people are more competent than older people), participant age and participant gender (*b* = −0.91, *SE* = 0.38, *t* = −2.42, *p* = 0.02, 95% CI −1.66, −0.17). Conditional effects showed that endorsement of competence stereotypes had differential effects across gender for older workers, *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 5.24, *p* = 0.02, but not younger workers *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 1.21, *p* = 0.27. Endorsement of competence stereotypes was associated with lowered self-rated leadership potential in older women (*b* = −0.49, *SE* = 0.20, *t* = −2.50, *p* = 0.01, 95% CI −0.88, −0.10) but not older men (*b* = 0.14, *SE* = 0.19, *t* = 0.71, *p* = 0.48, 95% CI −0.24, 0.51). Conditional effects showed that endorsement of competence stereotypes had differential effects across age groups for women, *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 5.73, *p* = 0.02, but not men, *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 0.88, *p* = 0.35. Endorsement of competence stereotypes was associated with lowered self-rated leadership potential in older women (*b* = −0.49, *SE* = 0.20, *t* = −2.50, *p* = 0.01, 95% CI −0.88, −0.10), but not younger women (*b* = 0.19, *SE* = 0.20, *t* = 0.91, *p* = 0.36, 95% CI −0.22, 0.59).

Warmth Stereotypes
------------------

We introduced endorsement of warmth stereotypes as a predictor, and participant age and participant gender as moderators, with self-rated leadership potential as the outcome.

Results showed significant main effects of endorsement of warmth stereotypes, participant gender, and participant age on self-perceived leadership potential. All two-way interaction effects were significant.

Results showed a significant interaction between endorsement of warmth stereotypes (that older people are warmer than younger people), participant age and participant gender (*b* = 1.13, *SE* = 0.36, *t* = 3.14, *p* = 0.002, 95% CI 0.42, 1.84). Conditional effects showed that endorsement of warmth stereotypes had differential effects across gender for older workers; *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 6.29, *p* = 0.01, and marginally-significant effects for younger workers; *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 3.61, *p* = 0.06. Endorsement of warmth stereotypes was associated with lower self-rated leadership potential for older men (*b* = −0.41, *SE* = 0.20, *t* = −2.10, *p* = 0.04, 95% CI −0.80, −0.03) but not older women (*b* = 0.28, *SE* = 0.20, *t* = 1.45, *p* = 0.15, 95% CI −0.10, 0.67). There were no effects for younger men (*b* = 0.22, *SE* = 0.15, *t* = 1.44, *p* = 0.15, 95% CI −0.08, 0.52) or younger women (*b* = −0.22, *SE* = 0.17, *t* = −1.26, *p* = 0.21, 95% CI −0.56, 0.12). Conditional effects showed that endorsement of warmth stereotypes had differential effects across age groups for men; *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 6.46, *p* = 0.01, and marginally-significant effects for women; *F*~(1,\ 244)~ = 3.68, *p* = 0.06. Endorsement of warmth stereotypes was associated with lowered self-rated leadership potential for older men (*b* = −0.41, *SE* = 0.20, *t* = −2.10, *p* = 0.04, 95% CI −0.80, −0.03), but not younger men (*b* = 0.22, *SE* = 0.15, *t* = 1.44, *p* = 0.15, 95% CI −0.08, 0.52). There were no effects for younger women (*b* = −0.22, *SE* = 0.17, *t* = −1.26, *p* = 0.21, 95% CI −0.56, 0.12) or older women (*b* = 0.28, *SE* = 0.20, *t* = 1.45, *p* = 0.15, 95% CI −0.10, 0.67).

Discussion
==========

The results of Study 1 demonstrate the effects of leadership-incongruent stereotypes across gender and age groups on self-rated leadership potential. Across the age stereotypes, the effects were negative for older people but this was dependent on gender. Specifically, endorsing stereotypes about older people\'s warmth was associated with reduced self-rated leadership potential for older men but not older women. Furthermore, endorsing stereotypes about older people\'s competence was associated with reduced self-rated leadership potential for older women but not older men. Nonetheless, older women had higher self-rated leadership potential the more they endorsed communal stereotypes about women, something that younger women did not benefit from. Interestingly, endorsing stereotypes about women\'s communality was associated with high self-rated leadership potential in younger men. None of the stereotypes related to self-rated leadership potential for younger women. Overall, the results indicate that endorsing stereotypes about both gender and age have some negative impact on older people but not younger people.

We found that gender was not directly related to self-rated leadership potential. Although this failed to support Hypothesis 1, results revealed that men are more likely to endorse agency-based gender stereotypes, partially supporting Hypothesis 2, but this did not translate to higher self-rated leadership potential. In support of Hypothesis 3, we found that age was directly related to self-rated leadership potential. Although younger people were more likely to endorse competency-based age stereotypes, we did not find a mediation effect, failing to support Hypothesis 4.

Our exploratory analyses shed light on intersectionality issues. There was no negative interaction of gender or age stereotypes for neither younger men nor younger women. For younger men this would be expected given that gender stereotypes are leadership-congruent based on both their gender and age. However, we would expect gender stereotypes to interact for self-rated leadership potential for younger women to some degree because their gender (but not age) identity is leadership-incongruent. Perhaps in this study the salience of their age counteracted the negative effects of gender stereotypes, something to investigate in future research.

Age interacted with both age stereotypes and gender stereotypes. Endorsing age stereotypes around competency was detrimental for older women in terms of self-rated leadership potential, compared to their male and younger counterparts. Endorsement of warmth stereotypes had a potentially negative relationship with self-rated leadership potential for older men. Perhaps for older men, the warmth associated with aging becomes more salient than the agency associated with their gender. This was the opposite for older women, whose self-rated leadership potential increased when they endorsed communal traits about women. Interestingly, agency-based gender stereotypes had no interactive effects. Perhaps the nuances in the intersectional identities of these groups warrants further exploration. For example, intersectional identities become embedded within one another, interacting to form one unique identity through which inequality is experienced (Harnois, [@B42]; Martin et al., [@B55]).

Our findings could be explained by a generational difference between our participant groups. That is, older people may be more sensitive to all societal stereotypes than younger people. Our findings may also reflect the gendered nature of age stereotypes which may explain why age stereotypes were related to self-rated leadership potential differently for older men and older women. Martin et al. ([@B55]) explain the gendered expectations of men and women as they age, showing that older men are expected to "lose" their agency. We found older men who endorse this, indicated by endorsement of older people\'s warmth, have lowered self-rated leadership potential.

Although we did not find a relationship between gender and self-rated leadership potential, we found this relationship for age. Perhaps the salience of societal gender roles is diminishing, or younger women better "manage" pervasive workplace stereotypes than their older counterparts. However, typical organizational cultures are often stereotypically masculine and younger with respect to the organizational norms, attitudes and behaviors endorsed within the workplace. As women and older people make decisions about job opportunities, these stereotyped cultures are likely to become more salient (Cochran et al., [@B14]; Kulik et al., [@B50]). We examine the role of stereotyped organizational cultures for women and older people\'s self-rated leadership potential in Studies 2 and 3.

Study Two {#s8}
=========

In Study 2 we experimentally test Hypothesis 5 to examine whether the salience of a "masculine" organizational culture, compared to a "feminine" organizational culture, will reduce women\'s job appeal, self-rated job fit, and self-rated leadership potential.

Method
------

### Participants and Design

We recruited 228 participants through Prolific crowdsourcing platform. We removed 29 participants for the same reasons as outlined in Study 1, no participants were removed based on their responses to manipulation checks, reaching a final sample of 199 participants (94 men, 105 women, 18--67 years; *M* = 36.00, *SD* = 8.52). All participants were in full- or part-time employment. Participants received a payment of £0.95 and the average completion time was 342.00 (*SD* = 145.65).

The study adopted a 2 Participant gender (men vs. women) x 2 Workplace culture (agentic vs. communal) quasi-experimental mixed design. Participant gender was a between-participants variable, whereas workplace culture was a within-participants variable. Dependent variables measured job appeal, job fit and self-rated leadership potential.

Procedure and Materials
-----------------------

Participants were invited to take part in an online survey on Qualtrics exploring people\'s job choices. They were provided with the same consent information as in study 1 and gave informed consent by clicking to continue. Participants were presented randomly with the masculine or feminine workplace culture condition first or second. In each condition, participants initially viewed a fictional online job advert for a leader in a UK-based company. The job adverts for both conditions began with the phrase "We are recruiting new leaders in the UK!" and were identically presented and worded, except for the name of the company to ensure meaningful comparison ("The Smith Group" or "The Jones Group") and descriptors that were linked with either masculine or feminine workplace stereotypes. The descriptors used in the masculine workplace condition were: *independent, competitive, confident, assertive*, and *providing autonomy*; those used for the feminine workplace condition were: *cooperative, warm, supportive, connecting with people*, and *providing communality*. Descriptors were sourced from the existing literature (e.g., Eagly and Karau, [@B22]). No other information on the type of employer, such as size or industry, was included.

Participants completed a manipulation check and dependent measures after each advert before reviewing both adverts again and answering dependent measure choice-questions. Participants completed demographic questions on age, gender and ethnic origin and were finally presented with a full debrief.

Measures
--------

Questions were scored on a seven-point scale (1 = *very much disagree*, 7 = *very much agree*), with the exception of choice questions.

### Manipulation Checks

To measure the extent to which participants perceived the organization to be masculine or feminine, participants indicated their agreement with two items: "*Think about this job advert and please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following... women would enjoy this job/ men would enjoy this job."*

### Job Appeal

Job appeal was measured using 5 items (adapted from Gaucher et al., [@B37]) asking participants "*please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements... I think I could enjoy this job/ this is not a job I would want/ this company would be a good employer/ this job looks interesting/ this company seems like a great place to work."* A mean score was used as the index of job appeal, with higher scores indicating higher job appeal (masculine α = 0.88, feminine α = 0.87). Two choice questions also measured job appeal, asking participants "*Which job would you be most likely to want?/enjoy?"*

### Job Fit

Job fit was measured using 4 items (adapted from Gaucher et al., [@B37]) asking participants "*please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements... I could fit in well at this company/ I\'m similar to the people who work in this company/ My values and this company\'s values are similar/ The type of people who would apply for this job are very different from me."* A mean score was used as the index of job appeal, with higher scores indicating higher job fit (masculine α = 0.91, feminine α = 0.89). Two choice questions also measured job fit, asking participants "*Which job would be the best fit for you?/ The people at which company do you think would be most similar to you?"*

### Self-Rated Leadership Potential

Self-rated leadership potential was measured using 7 items asking participants "*to what extent to you agree or disagree that the \[company name\] offers you the opportunity to fulfill your... leadership potential/ potential to become a successful leader/ capability to become a successful leader, potential to develop leadership skills/ potential to advance to a leadership position/ potential to become a leader is a role-model for your co-workers"* The items were as in Study 1. A mean score was used as the index of self-rated leadership potential, with higher scores indicating higher leadership potential (masculine α = 0.95, feminine α = 0.95). Two choice questions also measured leadership potential, asking participants "*Which job can help you fulfill your potential to be a successful leader?/ Which job can help you fulfill your potential to advance to a leadership position?"*[^5^](#fn0005){ref-type="fn"}.

Results
-------

To test the interaction between gender and gender-stereotyped organizational culture on self-rated leadership potential for men and women, we conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with gender (men vs. women) as a between-participants variables and workplace culture (masculine, feminine) as the within-participants variable.

### Manipulation Checks

#### Organizational culture and gender stereotypes

There was a significant main effect of organizational culture on perceptions of women enjoying the role, *F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 14.77, *p* \< 0.001, η^2^ = 0.07. Participants perceived that women would be more likely to enjoy the feminine organizational culture (*M* = 5.38, *SD* = 1.10) than the masculine organizational culture (*M* = 5.12, *SD* = 1.16). There was no main effect of gender \[*F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 0.37, *p* = 0.54, η^2^ = 0.002\] and no interaction effect \[*F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 0.02, *p* = 0.88, η^2^ \< 0.001\].

There was no main effect of organizational culture on perceptions of men enjoying the role \[*F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 0.16, *p* = 0.69, η^2^ = 0.001\]. There was no main effect of gender \[*F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 0.10, *p* = 0.76, η^2^ \< 0.001\] and no interaction effect \[*F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 0.07, *p* = 0.80, η^2^ \< 0.001\].

Dependent Measures
------------------

### Job appeal

There was a significant main effect of organizational culture on job appeal, *F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 37.93, *p* \< 0.001, η^2^ = 0.16. The job in the feminine organizational culture was perceived to be more appealing (*M* = 4.75, *SD* = 1.07) than the job in the masculine organizational culture (*M* = 4.29, *SD* = 1.12). There was no main effect of participant gender on job appeal \[*F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 0.76, *p* = 0.39, η^2^ = 0.004\] and no interaction effect \[*F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 0.59, *p* = 0.45, η^2^ = 0.003\]. All means and standard deviations for Study 2 are reported in [Table 5](#T5){ref-type="table"} and correlations in [Table 6](#T6){ref-type="table"}.

###### 

Study 2: means and standard deviations for job appeal, job fit, and self-rated leadership potential.

                         **Male participants**   **Female participants**                 
  ---------------------- ----------------------- ------------------------- ------------- -------------
                         **M(SD)**               **M(SD)**                 **M(SD)**     **M(SD)**
  Job appeal             4.26 (1.08)             4.66 (1.03)               4.32 (1.17)   4.84 (1.10)
  Job fit                3.96 (1.23)             4.34 (1.15)               3.87 (1.26)   4.53 (1.18)
  Leadership potential   5.10 (1.08)             5.27 (0.94)               5.30 (0.91)   5.59 (0.78)

###### 

Study 2: correlation matrix for job appeal (agentic and communal), job fit (agentic and communal), and self-rated leadership potential (agentic and communal).

                                        **1**   **2**                                     **3**                                     **4**                                     **5**                                     **6**
  ------------------------------------- ------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------- -----------------------------------------
  1\. Job appeal (agentic)                      0.54[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.86[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.49[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.39[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.24[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}
  2\. Job appeal (communal)                                                               0.48[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.79[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.31[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.45[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}
  3\. Job fit (agentic)                                                                                                             0.57[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.24[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.13
  4\. Job fit (communal)                                                                                                                                                      0.11                                      0.24[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}
  5\. Leadership potential (agentic)                                                                                                                                                                                    0.65[^\*\*^](#TN4){ref-type="table-fn"}
  6\. Leadership potential (communal)                                                                                                                                                                                   

*Correlation significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)*.

There was no association between gender and wanting the job in either culture \[$\text{χ}_{({1,\ \textit{N} = 199})}^{2}$ = 0.69, *p* = 0.41\]. There was no association between gender and perceptions of enjoying the job in either culture \[$\text{χ}_{({1,\ \textit{N} = 199})}^{2}$ = 0.05, *p* = 0.83\].

### Job fit

There was a significant main effect of organizational culture on perceived fit, *F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 43.12, *p* \< 0.001, η^2^ = 0.18. The feminine organizational culture was perceived to be higher fit (*M* = 4.44, *SD* = 1.16) than the masculine organizational culture (*M* = 3.91, *SD* = 1.24). There was no main effect of participant gender on perceived fit \[*F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 0.10, *p* = 0.76, η^2^ \< 0.001\].

The main effect of organizational culture was qualified by a marginally-significant interaction between organizational culture and participant gender, *F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 2.96, *p* = 0.09, η^2^ = 0.02. Further analyses showed that women perceived more fit in the feminine organizational culture (*M* = 4.53, *SD* = 1.18) than the masculine organizational culture (*M* = 3.87, *SD* = 1.26); *F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 36.34, *p* \< 0.001, η^2^ = 0.16. Men also perceived more fit in the feminine organizational culture (*M* = 4.34, *SD* = 1.15) than the masculine organizational culture (*M* = 3.96, *SD* = 1.23); *F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 11.13, *p* = 0.001, η^2^ = 0.05, although to a lesser extent than women.

There was no association between gender and perceiving a better fit either culture \[$\text{χ}_{({1,\ \textit{N} = 199})}^{2}$ = 0.98, *p* = 0.32\]. There was no association between gender and perceptions of similarity to other people in the company in either culture \[$\text{χ}_{({1,\ \textit{N} = 199})}^{2}$ = 0.69, *p* = 0.41\].

### Self-Rated leadership potential

There was a significant main effect of organizational culture on self-rated leadership potential, *F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 17.63, *p* \< 0.001, η^2^ = 0.08. Participants self-rated higher leadership potential in the feminine organizational culture (*M* = 5.44, *SD* = 0.87) than the masculine organizational culture (*M* = 5.20, *SD* = 1.00). There was a significant main effect of participant gender on self-rated leadership potential, *F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 4.76, *p* = 0.03, η^2^ = 0.02. Women self-rated higher leadership potential (*M* = 5.45, *SD* = 0.08) than men (*M* = 5.19, *SD* = 0.09). There was no interaction effect between organizational culture and participant gender on self-rated leadership potential \[*F*~(1,\ 197)~ = 1.18, *p* = 0.28, η^2^ = 0.01\].

There was no association between gender and perceptions of fulfilling potential in either culture \[$\text{χ}_{({1,\ \textit{N} = 199})}^{2}$ = 1.75, *p* = 0.19\]. There was no association between gender and perceptions of advancing to a leadership position in either culture \[$\text{χ}_{({1,\ \textit{N} = 199})}^{2}$ = 0.53, *p* = 0.47\].

Intersectional Analyses
-----------------------

To test the intersectional effects of gender stereotyped organizational culture on self-rated leadership potential, we conducted an exploratory analysis using participant age as a continuous moderator (using model 1 in PROCESS, Hayes, [@B43]). We introduced gender as the predictor, participant age as a continuous moderator variable. To test the interaction of participant gender and participant age on the dependent variables (job appeal in models 1--2, job fit in models 3--4, and self-rated leadership potential in models 5--6), we ran the moderations independently for each culture (masculine culture in models 1, 3, 5 and feminine culture in models 2, 4, 6).

### Job Appeal

In model 1, there was no main effect of gender (*b* = −0.74, *SE* = 0.70, *t* = −1.06, *p* = 0.29, 95% CI −2.13, 0.64) or age (*b* = −0.04, *SE* = 0.03, *t* = −1.33, *p* = 0.18, 95% CI −0.10, 0.02), and no interaction of gender and age (*b* = 0.02, *SE* = 0.02, *t* = 1.17, *p* = 0.24, 95% CI −0.02, 0.06) on job appeal in the masculine organizational culture.

In model 2, there was no main effect of gender (*b* = −0.66, *SE* = 0.67, *t* = −0.99, *p* = 0.32, 95% CI −1.98, 0.66) or age (*b* = −0.04, *SE* = 0.03, *t* = −1.19, *p* = 0.24, 95% CI −0.09, 0.02), and no interaction of gender and age (*b* = 0.02, *SE* = 0.02, *t* = 1.29, *p* = 0.20, 95% CI −0.01, 0.06) on job appeal in the feminine organizational culture.

### Job fit

In model 3, there was no main effect of gender (*b* = −0.47, *SE* = 0.78, *t* = −0.60, *p* = 0.55, 95% CI −2.00, 1.07) or age (*b* = −0.02, *SE* = 0.03, *t* = −0.61, *p* = 0.54, 95% CI −0.09, 0.05), and no interaction between gender and age (*b* = 0.01, *SE* = 0.02, *t* = 0.49, *p* = 0.62, 95% CI −0.03, 0.05) on perceptions of job fit in the masculine organizational culture.

In model 4, there was no main effect of gender (*b* = −0.62, *SE* = 0.72, *t* = −0.86, *p* = 0.39, 95% CI −2.05, 0.81) or age (*b* = −0.03, *SE* = 0.03, *t* = −0.84, *p* = 0.40, 95% CI −0.09, 0.04), and no interaction of gender and age (b = 0.02, *SE* = 0.02, t = 1.15, p = 0.25, 95% CI −0.02, 0.06) on perceptions of job fit in the feminine organizational culture.

### Self-Rated leadership potential

In model 5, there was no main effect of gender (*b* = −0.62, *SE* = 0.62, *t* = −1.00, *p* = 0.32, 95% CI −1.84, 0.60) or age (*b* = −0.04, *SE* = 0.03, *t* = −1.55, *p* = 0.12, 95% CI −0.10, 0.01), and no interaction effect between gender and age (*b* = 0.02, *SE* = 0.02, *t* = 1.35, *p* = 0.18, 95% CI −0.01, 0.06) on self-rated leadership potential in the masculine organizational culture.

In model 6, there was no main effect of gender (*b* = −0.17, *SE* = 0.54, *t* = −0.31, *p* = 0.75, 95% CI −1.23, 0.89), no main effect of age (*b* = −0.02, *SE* = 0.02, *t* = −0.75, *p* = 0.45, 95% CI −0.06, 0.03), and no interaction of gender and age (*b* = 0.01, *SE* = 0.01, *t* = 0.94, *p* = 0.35, 95%CI −0.01, 0.04) on self-rated leadership potential in the feminine organizational culture.

Discussion
----------

We found two interesting and unexpected findings in Study 2. First, there was an overall preference for the feminine organizational culture across both genders. This finding partially supports Hypothesis 5, women preferred the feminine organizational culture, but men\'s preference for the feminine organizational culture was not hypothesized. This preference may reflect a general orientation toward less hierarchical and more cooperative workplace cultures in recognition of the benefits this can bring in terms of performance and commitment (e.g., Triguero-Sánchez et al., [@B90]).

Second, and contrary to Hypothesis 1, women self-rated higher leadership potential than men. This reflects the nature of the findings in Study 1- women do not rate less leadership potential in themselves compared to men. Although assessments of leadership potential in others are affected by gender to the detriment of women (Tresh et al., [@B89]; Player et al., [@B63]), self-assessments of leadership potential for younger women are not---at least directly. The limited age range of our participants may provide an explanation for why we did not replicate the intersectional effects found in Study 1. Further research is warranted with a representative sample of older people to determine these effects.

Organizational culture had the biggest impact on women in terms of perceived fit---although both women and men perceived more fit in the feminine organizational culture, this difference was greater for women. Our conclusion can be framed positively---even when women perceive low organizational fit, this does not reduce their self-rated of leadership potential. However, research on women\'s career progression suggests that low organizational fit inhibits access to informal networks, inclusion, and stretch opportunities (Simpson, [@B75]). Nonetheless, high self-rated leadership potential in younger women may reflect the apparent leadership advantage and disadvantage---the progress made toward gender equality coupled with lack of achievement in fully reaching it (Eagly, [@B21]).

Overall, the findings of Study 2 partially support our hypotheses. Women, and also men, prefer a stereotypically feminine organizational culture. Women self-rated higher leadership potential than men, though the intersectional nature of this should be determined.

Study Three {#s9}
===========

In Study 1 we found that men and younger people are more likely to endorse the "beneficial" stereotypes that relate them more closely to leadership than women and/ or their older counterparts. Whereas, endorsing gender stereotypes did not interact to predict self-rated leadership potential for younger women, both gender and age stereotypes interacted to predict self-rated leadership potential for older women. Furthermore, older men are potentially negatively affected in terms of self-rated leadership potential by the warmth attributed to older people. In this study, we extend societal stereotypes to reinforced workplace stereotypes to test Hypothesis 6.

Method
------

### Participants and Design

We recruited 217 participants through Prolific. After removing 28 participants for the reasons outlined in study 1, no participants were removed based on their responses to manipulation checks, and 189 participants were retained and their data used in the analyses presented below (49 men, 140 women, 18--65 years; *M* = 40.97, *SD* = 15.17). There were 93 participants in the younger group (*M* = 26.05, *SD* = 3.08) and 96 participants in the older group (*M* = 55.43, *SD* = 4.16). All participants were in full- or part-time employment. Participants were paid £0.95 for taking part in the online study and the average completion time was 382.03 (*SD* = 146.14).

The Study adopted a 2 Participant age (younger vs. older) x 2 Workplace culture (younger, older) quasi-experimental mixed design. Participant age was a between-participants variable, whereas workplace culture was a within-participants variable. Dependent variables measured job appeal, job fit, and self-rated leadership potential.

Procedure and Materials
-----------------------

The procedure for study three mirrored that for study two. The only difference was the manipulation of workplace culture, which was operationalized to reflect younger and older workplace cultures rather than masculine and feminine cultures.

The descriptors used in the younger workplace condition were: *keen, energetic, ambitious, willing to learn*, and *fast learner*; those used for the older workplace condition were *experienced, mature, knowledgeable, professional*, and *provides stability*. Descriptors were sourced from the existing literature (Posthuma and Campion, [@B65]; Swift et al., [@B84]; Abrams et al., [@B1]).

Measures
--------

Questions were scored on a seven-point scale (1 = *very much disagree*, 7 = *very much agree*), with the exception of choice questions.

### Manipulation Checks

The measures adopted in study three replicate those used in study two, referring to age (i.e., "younger people" or "older people") instead of gender. Therefore, the same items were used for the manipulation checks: "*Think about this job advert and please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following... younger people would enjoy this job/ older people would enjoy this job."*

### Dependent Measures

Measures of job appeal (younger culture α = 0.89; older culture α = 0.88), job fit (younger culture α = 88; older culture α = 0.87), and self-rated leadership potential (younger culture α = 0.96; older culture α = 0.96) were the same as those used in study two[^6^](#fn0006){ref-type="fn"}.

Results
-------

To test the interaction between age and age-stereotyped organizational culture on self-rated leadership potential for younger and older workers, we conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with age (younger workers vs. older workers) as a between-participants variables and workplace culture (younger, older) as the within-participants variable.

### Manipulation Checks

#### Organizational culture and age stereotypes

There was a significant main effect of organizational culture on perceptions of younger workers enjoying the role, *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 30.97, *p* \< 0.001, η^2^ = 0.14. Participants perceived younger people to be more likely to enjoy the younger organizational culture (*M* = 5.25, *SD* = 1.27) than the older organizational culture (*M* = 4.66, *SD* = 1.21). There was a significant main effect of participant age on perceptions of younger workers enjoying the role, *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 8.03, *p* = 0.005, η^2^ = 0.04. Participants were more likely to perceive that younger people would enjoy this role, if they were older workers (*M* = 5.16, *SD* = 0.10) compared to younger workers (*M* = 4.75, *SD* = 0.10). There was no interaction effect \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 0.41, *p* = 0.52, η^2^ = 0.002\].

There was a significant main effect of organizational culture on perceptions of older people enjoying the role, *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 36.33, *p* \< 0.001, η^2^ = 0.16. Participants perceived older people to be more likely to enjoy the older organizational culture (*M* = 4.80, *SD* = 1.21) than the younger organizational culture (*M* = 4.18, *SD* = 1.45). There was no main effect of participant age \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 2.00, *p* = 0.16, η^2^ = 0.01\], and no interaction effect \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 0.003, *p* = 0.95, η^2^ \< 0.001\].

### Dependent Measures

#### Job appeal

There was no main effect of organizational culture on job appeal \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 0.50, *p* = 0.48, η^2^ = 0.003\]. There was no main effect of participant age on job appeal \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 1.45, *p* = 0.23, η^2^ = 0.01\]. There was a significant interaction between organizational culture and participant age on job appeal, *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 10.01, *p* = 0.002, η^2^ = 0.05.

Further analyses showed that in the younger organizational culture younger workers perceived the job to be more appealing (*M* = 4.67, *SD* = 1.22) than older workers (*M* = 4.25, *SD* = 1.16), *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 5.77, *p* = 0.02, η^2^ = 0.03. There was no difference in the older organizational culture \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 0.11, *p* = 0.74, η^2^ = 0.001\]. Older people perceived the job in the older organizational culture to be more appealing (*M* = 4.54, *SD* = 1.09) than in the younger organizational culture (*M* = 4.25, *SD* = 1.16), *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 7.60, *p* = 0.006, η^2^ = 0.04. Younger people did not perceive the job in either culture as significantly more appealing than the other \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 2.98, *p* = 0.09, η^2^ = 0.02\]. All means and standard deviations for Study 3 are reported in [Table 7](#T7){ref-type="table"} and correlations in [Table 8](#T8){ref-type="table"}.

###### 

Study 3: means and standard deviations for job appeal, job fit, and self-rated leadership potential.

                         **Younger participants**   **Older participants**                 
  ---------------------- -------------------------- ------------------------ ------------- -------------
                         **M(SD)**                  **M(SD)**                **M(SD)**     **M(SD)**
  Job appeal             4.66 (1.22)                4.48 (1.14)              4.25 (1.16)   4.54 (1.09)
  Job fit                4.20 (1.25)                4.12 (1.11)              3.82 (1.25)   4.24 (1.20)
  Leadership potential   5.23 (1.21)                5.24 (1.15)              5.42 (0.93)   5.44 (0.88)

###### 

Study 3: correlation matrix for all dependent variables.

                                               **1**   **2**                                     **3**                                     **4**                                     **5**                                     **6**
  -------------------------------------------- ------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------- -----------------------------------------
  1\. Job appeal (younger culture)                     0.60[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.81[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.57[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.59[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.42[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}
  2\. Job appeal (older culture)                                                                 0.54[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.83[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.41[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.54[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}
  3\. Job fit (younger culture)                                                                                                            0.62[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.41[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.26[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}
  4\. Job fit (older culture)                                                                                                                                                        0.35[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.44[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}
  5\. Leadership potential (younger culture)                                                                                                                                                                                   0.70[^\*\*^](#TN5){ref-type="table-fn"}
  6\. Leadership potential (older culture)                                                                                                                                                                                     

*Correlation significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)*.

There was a significant association between age and wanting the job in either culture, $\text{χ}_{({1,\ \textit{N} = 189})}^{2}$ = 6.47, *p* = 0.01. Specifically, older people were more likely to want the job in the older organizational culture (66.7%) than the younger organizational culture (33.3%). There was a significant association between age and perceptions of enjoying the job in either culture, $\text{χ}_{({1,\ \textit{N} = 189})}^{2}$ = 13.72, *p* \< 0.001. Specifically, older people were more likely to perceive that they would enjoy the job in the older organizational culture (65.6%) than the younger organizational culture (34.4%).

#### Job fit

There was a main effect of organizational culture on perceived fit, *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 5.14, *p* = 0.02, η^2^ = 0.03. The older organizational culture was perceived to be higher fit (*M* = 4.18, *SD* = 1.16) than the younger organizational culture (*M* = 4.01, *SD* = 1.26). There was no main effect of participant age on perceived fit \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 0.65, *p* = 0.42, η^2^ = 0.003\]. There was a significant interaction between organizational culture and participant age on perceived fit, *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 11.16, *p* = 0.001, η^2^ = 0.06.

Further analyses showed that in the younger organizational culture younger workers perceived greater organizational fit (*M* = 4.20, *SD* = 1.25) than older workers (*M* = 3.82, *SD* = 1.25), *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 4.36, *p* = 0.04, η^2^ = 0.02. There was no difference in the older organizational culture \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 0.54, *p* = 0.46, η^2^ = 0.003\]. Older people perceived greater organizational fit in the older organizational culture (*M* = 4.25, *SD* = 1.20) than in the younger organizational culture (*M* = 3.82, *SD* = 1.25), *F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 15.98, *p* \< 0.001, η^2^ = 0.08. Younger people did not perceive greater organizational fit in either culture \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 0.57, *p* = 0.45, η^2^ = 0.003\].

There was a significant association between age and perceiving a better fit either culture, $\text{χ}_{({1,\textit{N} = 189})}^{2}$ = 8.05, *p* = 0.005. Specifically, older people were more likely to perceive a better fit in the older organizational culture (66.7%) than the younger organizational culture (32.3%). There was a significant association between age and perceptions of similarity to other people in the company in either culture, $\text{χ}_{({1,\textit{N} = 189})}^{2}$ = 5.75, *p* = 0.02. Specifically, older people were more likely to perceive similarity to people in the older organizational culture (66.7%) than the younger organizational culture (33.3%).

#### Self-Rated leadership potential

There was no main effect of organizational culture on self-rated leadership potential \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 0.08, *p* = 0.77, η^2^ \< 0.001\]. There was no main effect of participant age on self-rated leadership potential \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 2.03, *p* = 0.16, η^2^ = 0.01. There was no interaction effect between organizational culture and participant age on self-rated leadership potential \[*F*~(1,\ 187)~ = 0.02, *p* = 0.89, η^2^ \< 0.001\].

There was no association between age and perceptions of fulfilling potential in either culture \[$\text{χ}_{({1,\textit{N} = 189})}^{2}$ = 1.50, *p* = 0.22\]. There was no association between age and perceptions of advancing to a leadership position in either culture \[$\text{χ}_{({1,\textit{N} = 189})}^{2}$ = 0.41, *p* = 0.52\].

### Intersectional Analyses

To test the intersectional effects of age stereotyped organizational culture on self-rated leadership potential, we conducted an exploratory analysis using repeated-measures ANOVA with age and gender as between-participants variables and workplace culture as the within-participants variable. This resulted in 28 younger men, 65 younger women, 21 older men, and 75 older women.

#### Job appeal

There was no main effect of participant gender on job appeal \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 0.69, *p* = 0.41, η^2^ = 0.004\]. There was no interaction effect between participant age and participant gender on job appeal \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 1.55, *p* = 0.21, η^2^ = 0.01\]. There was no interaction effect between organizational culture and participant gender on job appeal \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 0.02, *p* = 0.89, η^2^ \< 0.001\]. There was no three-way interaction between participant age, participant gender and organizational culture on job appeal \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 0.35, *p* = 0.56, η^2^ = 0.002\].

#### Job fit

There was no main effect of participant gender on perceived fit \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 0.26, *p* = 0.61, η^2^ = 0.001\]. There was no interaction effect between participant age and participant gender on perceived fit \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 0.88, *p* = 0.35, η^2^ = 0.01\]. However, there was a significant interaction effect between organizational culture and participant gender on perceived fit; *F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 8.46, *p* \< 0.005, η^2^ = 0.04. Further analyses showed that women perceived greater organizational fit in the older organizational culture (*M* = 4.28, *SD* = 1.14) than the younger organizational culture (*M* = 3.98, *SD* = 1.25), *F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 12.13, *p* = 0.001, η^2^ = 0.06. Men perceived no difference in organization fit between the cultures \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 1.77, *p* = 0.19, η^2^ = 0.01\]. There was no three-way interaction between participant age, participant gender and organizational culture on perceived fit \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 0.01, *p* = 0.93, η^2^ \< 0.001\].

#### Self-rated leadership potential

There was a significant main effect of participant gender on self-rated leadership potential, *F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 5.23, *p* = 0.02, η^2^ = 0.03. Women had higher self-rated leadership potential (*M* = 5.44, *SD* = 0.08) than men (*M* = 5.07, *SD* = 0.14). There was no interaction effect between participant age and participant gender on self-rated leadership potential \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 1.81, *p* = 0.18, η^2^ = 0.01\]. There was no interaction effect between organizational culture and participant gender on self-rated leadership potential \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 0.04, *p* = 0.85, η^2^ \< 0.001\]. There was no three-way interaction between participant age, participant gender and organizational culture on self-rated leadership potential \[*F*~(1,\ 185)~ = 0.08, *p* = 0.78, η^2^ \< 0.001\].

Discussion
----------

Contrary to hypothesis 3, we found no relationship between age and self-rated leadership potential in this study. Furthermore, we found no interaction effects between organizational culture and participant age on self-rated leadership potential. There are two possible reasons for this. First, this could suggest that endorsing in-group stereotypes has a stronger effect than reinforcing stereotyped organizational culture on self-rated leadership potential. Stereotype embodiment theory (Levy, [@B52]) argues that age stereotypes are assimilated from the surrounding culture from childhood, and so it may be that the general societal context has more influence on age-based stereotyped thinking than the specific organizational context. Our hypotheses about the strength of effects for endorsement (of societal stereotypes) vs. reinforcement (of organizational culture) warrants further investigation. Second, the non-significant findings for self-rated leadership potential could also reflect a difference in the impact of different types of age-based stereotypes. The warmth-competence stereotype characteristics used in Study 1 may have greater influence on self-rated leadership potential than the alternative age stereotype characteristics used in Study 3; this potential difference could be addressed further in future research.

In support of Hypothesis 6, we observed interaction effects for job appeal and job fit, replicating our findings on the effects of stereotyped organizational culture on women\'s perceptions of organizational fit as found in Study 2. Additionally in this study, older workers, unlike women, also found the age-congruent organizational culture more appealing. The greater impact of workplace stereotypes on older workers compared to women may reflect the difference between gender and age stereotypes---gender is (mostly) fixed whereas age is fluid, and so negative older-age stereotypes become more self-relevant as people age. For instance, older workers may not necessarily perceive themselves in line with old-age stereotypes (stereotypes they perceive to be directed at *other* older people, Swift et al., [@B83]). Research suggests that old-age stereotypes have to be self-relevant in order to have a detrimental effect on either attitudes or behavior (Levy, [@B52]; Marques et al., [@B54]), which could explain why the age-typed organizational culture affected older workers perceptions of job appeal.

The inclusion of gender as a potentially intersecting identity did not yield the intersectional effects found in Studies 1 and 2. Gender did not interact with age and organizational culture to show a greater impact of organizational culture on older women compared to older men. However, this could reflect the nature of descriptors used in Study 3 compared to Study 1.

General Discussion {#s10}
==================

Overall, we found partial support for our hypotheses across three studies. With respect to gender, and contrary to Hypothesis 1, we found that women self-rate the same amount (Study 1), if not more (Study 2), leadership potential than men. However, women\'s ratings of job fit are influenced by organizational culture (Hypothesis 5). With respect to age, we found a relationship between age and self-rated leadership potential (Hypothesis 3) in Study 1 but not Study 3. Furthermore, organizational culture impacts older workers\' perceptions of job fit and job appeal (Hypothesis 6).

An important finding relates to the exploratory results on the inter-sectionality of gender and age in Study 1. We found evidence that both gender and age stereotypes have a greater impact on older people compared to younger people. We also found that age stereotypes relate to self-rated leadership potential differently for older men and older women. Namely, endorsing competency-based age stereotypes reduced self-rated leadership potential in older women but not older men. Endorsing warmth-based stereotypes reduced self-rated leadership potential in older men but not older women. Nonetheless, endorsing the "softer" stereotypical traits of women was in fact positively related to older women\'s self-rated leadership potential. Notably, and perhaps unsurprisingly, younger men\'s self-rated leadership potential was advantaged by endorsing gender stereotypes about women being more communal than men. Surprisingly, younger women\'s self-rated leadership potential was not related to endorsing any stereotypes, which might reflect generational effects.

The more pronounced effects for older people compared to younger people may be explained by older people\'s lack of opportunity for leaving their low status group compared to younger people (Garstka et al., [@B36]). This is particularly likely for older women who are stereotypically leadership-incongruent based on their gender and age. We examined the effects for older people in Study 3. Older people self-rated less job appeal and less job fit in the younger culture. The limited representation of older people in Study 2 made it difficult to draw conclusions about the intersectional effects, particularly for older women. Also, the limited representation of men in Study 3 also made examining the intersectional effects more challenging. Based on the intersectional effects observed in Study 1, these warrant further investigation.

Theoretical and Applied Implications {#s11}
====================================

We contribute to three areas of research in social psychology. First, we extend research on stereotypes to reveal the impact of societal and organizational stereotypes on gender and age groups. Second, we introduce a new perspective for examining the subjectivity of leadership potential, looking at antecedents of self-rated leadership potential as opposed to evaluators\' perceptions of a target\'s leadership potential. Finally, we shed light on the effects of stereotypes at the intersectional level of gender and age.

We contribute to the stereotypes literature by highlighting the significant and interactive role of agentic and communal gender stereotypes and competence and warmth age stereotypes. The findings suggest that, it may not be endorsing the stereotype that women and older people are too communal or warm, it may instead be the focus on the extent to which the stereotype is leader (in)congruent which relates to self-rated leadership potential. We cannot however generalize these findings to evaluator-driven research and instead conclude that this has been found in our target-driven research.

Research has shown that the gender gap is greater in masculine-stereotyped domains, evidencing an effect of stereotyped organizational culture on evaluators\' perceptions (Elesser and Lever, [@B28]). We did not find this for self-ratings of leadership potential, however, we did find this for self-rated organizational fit. We cannot determine from our data whether societal stereotypes or stereotyped organizational cultures have more impact on women in general, because women self-rated as much, and more, leadership potential than men. However, the impact of societal stereotypes may in fact be more detrimental than organizational stereotypes because they may be likely to have more of an impact at earlier stages of women\'s careers. For example, endorsing stereotypes that disassociate women from leadership may discourage women from prioritizing leadership attainment in career planning. For women who are not deterred from pursuing leadership roles, their leadership ambition may counteract perceptions of organizational fit to pursue their potential to lead. This rationale would certainly support our findings. For older people, particularly older women, the role of societal stereotypes likely affects the extent to which they feel efficacy to change fields or train in an alternate profession. Research has documented the immediate effects of receiving feedback about one\'s leadership potential on performance and ambition (Steffens et al., [@B81]). Thus, frequent career cues such as workplace stereotypes, potential and performance evaluations are likely to have a stronger impact than job advertisements.

Our exploratory analyses at the intersectional level demonstrates the complex ways in which stereotypes can influence their targets. The results of our research demonstrating that younger women are less affected by gender stereotypes than older women highlight the need for further research to examine other high-level and low-level intersecting identities. What impact do gender and racial stereotypes have on minority ethnic women\'s perceptions of their own leadership potential in comparison to white women? It is likely that, as with older women, the detrimental effects for minority ethnic women are more prominent (Mirza, [@B59]). This warrants further empirical exploration and emphasizes the need for organizations to address diversity and equality as issues of intersectionality that have otherwise focused on white women for gender initiatives and black men for race initiatives (Ghavami and Peplau, [@B38]).

Limitations and Future Directions {#s12}
=================================

Our first study demonstrated clear intersectional interactions on self-rated leadership potential for older women in particular. However, the cross-sectional data of this study limits our conclusions. Although we expect that endorsing leadership-incongruent stereotypes about one\'s identity would reduce self-rated leadership potential, we cannot conclude the causal nature of this relationship. Studies 2 and 3 provide experimental tests, but future research should continue to uncover the underlying causal mechanisms with representative groups across ages and gender to examine the intersectional effects with A-priori hypotheses.

Studies 2 and 3 used experimental vignettes to manipulate workplace culture. There is evidence of a relationship between vignettes and real-life situations (e.g., Ganong and Coleman, [@B34], [@B35]), and experimental vignettes are regarded as a reliable method of exploring research topics whilst maintaining control of the research process (Doz, [@B18]). Nonetheless, and given the novel findings, further research would benefit from complementary studies which consider the workplace cultures that people experience on a daily basis. We also designed our experiments to investigate the effects of gender stereotypes and age stereotypes independently, this should be considered in relation to the inclusion of our intersectional exploratory analysis, where the older age category could be better represented in Study 2. It is possible that participants were aware of the nature of our hypotheses, as endorsement of stereotypes were asked explicitly in Study 1 and the within-participants design of Studies 2 and 3 could allow for comparisons to be drawn easily between the two organizational cultures. We recommend the use of deception checks for future research.

Our hypotheses were such that identity-incongruent stereotyped organizational cultures would reduce women\'s and older people\'s self-rated leadership potential. We did not support these hypotheses and also did not determine causes of these null effects. In Study 1 we measured endorsement of stereotypes, and in Studies 2 and 3 we manipulated stereotyped organizational culture. Therefore, we have not directly compared the effects of stereotype endorsement vs. stereotype reinforcement. Future research should address two limitations. First, experimentally compare societal stereotypes and organizational culture to identify which has greater effects on self-rated leadership potential, or if there is an interactive effect. Second, examine why, given stereotyped organizational culture affects women\'s and older people\'s perceptions of organizational fit, it does not have detrimental outcomes for self-rated leadership potential.

Finally, we limited our examination of the role of stereotypes on women and older people\'s self-rated leadership potential. Stereotypes are likely to have similar effects for other protected characteristics such as ethnicity, disability, particularly at the intersectional level also for other potential factors (e.g., maternity/paternity). Research should focus on identifying the leadership-related stereotypes that hinder the progression of underrepresented groups such as ethnic minorities (Gündemir et al., [@B41]) to drive forward research on understanding the internal barriers members of groups with protected characteristics face in leadership attainment.

Conclusion {#s13}
==========

We have contributed to a growing interest in the impact of bias on the targets of prejudice and the social-psychological variables contributing to the subjective nature of leadership potential. If women and older people are to be perceived as future leaders by others, they should first be able to perceive themselves as future leaders, without the constraints of societal stereotypes. Overall, promising findings indicate that stereotypes may be having less impact on younger women than their older counterparts.
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